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PREFACE 


In this little book, I have tried to say 
what I think of man’s place in the 
universe, and of his possibilities in the 
way of achieving the good life. In 
Icarus | expressed my fears; in the 
following pages I have expressed my 
hopes. The inconsistency is only 
apparent. Except in astronomy, man- 
kind have not achieved the art of 
predicting the future; in human 
affairs, we can see that there are forces 
making for happiness, and _ forces 
making for misery. We do not know 
which will prevail, but to act wisely 
we must be aware of both. 


January, Ist 1925 B. R. 
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WHAT I BELIEVE 


CHAPTER I 
NATURE AND MAN 


Man is a part of Nature, not 
something contrasted with Nature. His 
thoughts and his bodily movements 
follow the same laws that describe the 
motions of stars and atoms. The 
physical world is large compared with 
Man—larger than it was thought to be 
in Dante’s time, but not so large as it 
seemed a hundred years ago. Both 
upward and downward, both in the 
large and in the small, science seems to 
be reaching limits. It is thought that the 
universe is of finite extent in space, and 
that light could travel round it in a few 
hundred millions of years. It is thought 
that matter consists of electrons and 
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protons, which are of finite size, and of 
which there are only a finite number in 
the world. Probably their changes are 
not continuous, as used to be thought, 
but proceed by jerks, which are never 
smaller than a certain minimum jerk, 
The laws of these changes can 
apparently be summed up in a small 
number of very general principles, 
which determine the past and the 
future of the world when any small 
section of its history is known. 
Physical science is thus approaching 
the stage when it will be complete, and 
therefore uninteresting. Given the 
laws governing the motions of electrons 
and protons, the rest is merely geo- 
graphy—a collection of particular facts 
telling their distribution throughout 
some portion of the world’s history. 
The total number of facts of geography 
required to determine the world’s 
history is probably finite ; theoretically 
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they could all be written down in a big 
book to be kept at Somerset House, 
with a calculating machine attached, 
which, by turning a handle, would 
enable the inquirer to find out the facts 
at other times than those recorded. 
It is difficult to imagine anything less 
interesting. or more different from the 
passionate delights of incomplete dis- 
covery. It is like climbing a high 
mountain and finding nothing at the 
top except a restaurant where they 
sell ginger-beer, surrounded by fog but 
equipped with wireless. Perhaps in 
the times of Ahmes the multiplication 
table was exciting. 

Of this physical world, uninteresting 
in itself, Man is a part. His body, like 
other matter, is composed of electrons 
and protons, which, so far as we know, 
obey the same laws as those not forming 
part of animals or plants. There are 
some who maintain that physiology 
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can never be reduced to physics, but 
their arguments are not very convincing 
and it seems prudent to suppose that 
they are mistaken. What we call our 
‘“ thoughts ’’ seem to depend upon the 
organization of tracks in the brain in 
the same sort of way in which journeys 
depend upon roads and railways. The 
energy used in thinking seems to have 
a chemical origin; for instance, a 
deficiency of iodine will turn a clever 
man into an idiot. Mental phenomena 
seem to be bound up with material 
structure. If this be so, we cannot 
suppose that a solitary electron or 
proton can “ think ”’ ; we might as well 
expect a solitary individual to play a 
football match. We also cannot suppose 
that an individual’s thinking survives 
bodily death, since that destroys the 
organization of the brain, and dissi- 
pates the energy which utilized the 
brain-tracks. 
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God and immortality, the central 
dogmas of the Christian religion, find no 
support in science. It cannot be said 
that either doctrine is essential to 
religion, since neither is found in 
Buddhism. (With regard to im- 
mortality, this statement in an un- 
qualified form might be misleading, but 
it is correct in the last analysis). But 
we in the West have come to think of 
them as the irreducible minimum of 
theology. No doubt people will con- 
tinue to entertain these beliefs, because 
they are pleasant, just as it is pleasant 
to think ourselves virtuous and our 
enemies wicked. But for my part 
I cannot see any ground for either. 
I do not pretend to be able to prove 
that there is no God. I equally cannot 
prove that Satan is a fiction. The 
Christian God may exist; so may the 
Gods of Olympus, or of ancient Egypt, 
or of Babylon. But no one of these 
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hypotheses is more probable than any 
other: they lie outside the region of 
even probable knowledge, and therefore 
there is no reason to consider any of 
them. I shall not enlarge upon this 
question, as I have dealt with it 
elsewhere.* 

The question of personal immortal- 
ity stands on a somewhat different 
footing. Here evidence either way is 
possible. Persons are part of the 
everyday world with which science 
is concerned, and the conditions which 
determine their existence are discover- 
able. A drop of water is not immortal ; 
it can be resolved into oxygen and 
hydrogen. If, therefore, a drop of water 
were to maintain that it had a quality 
of aqueousness which would survive its 
dissolution we should be inclined to 
be sceptical. In like manner we know 
that the brain is not immortal, and 

* See my Philosophy of Leibniz, Chapter XV 
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that the organized energy of a living 
body becomes, as it were, demobilized 
at death, and therefore not available 
for collective action. All the evidence 
goes to show that what we regard as 
our mental life is bound up with brain 
structure and organized bodily energy. 
Therefore it is rational to suppose that 
mental life ceases when bodily life 
ceases. The argument is only one of 
probability, but it is as strong as those 
upon which most scientific conclusions 
are based. 

There are various grounds upon 
which this conclusion might be attacked. 
Psychical research professes to have 
actual scientific evidence of survival, 
and undoubtedly its procedure is, in 
principle, scientifically correct. Evi- 
dence of this sort might be so over- 
whelming that no one with a scientific 
temper could reject it. The weight to 
be attached to the evidence, however, 
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must depend upon the antecedent 
probability of the hypothesis of survival. 
There are always different ways of 
accounting for any set of phenomena, 
and of these we should prefer the one 
which is antecedentally least improbable. 
Those who already think it likely that 
we survive death will be ready to view 
this theory as the best explanation of 
psychical phenomena. Those who, on 
other grounds, regard this theory as 
unplausible will seek for other explana- 
tions. For my part, I consider the 
evidence so far adduced by psychical 
research in favour of survival much 
weaker than the physiological evi- 
dence on the other side. But I fully 
admit that it might at any moment 
become stronger, and in that case it 
would be unscientific to disbelieve in 
survival. 

Survival of bodily death is, however, 
a different matter from immortality : 
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it may only mean a postponement of 
psychical death. It is immortality that 
men desire to believe in. Believers in 
immortality will object to physiological 
arguments, such as I have been using, 
on the ground that soul and body are 
totally disparate, and that the soul is 
something quite other than its empirical 
manifestations through our bodily 
organs. I believe this to be a meta- 
physical superstition. Mind and matter 
alike are for certain purposes con- 
venient terms, but are not ultimate 
realities. Electrons and protons, like 
the soul, are logical fictions: each 1s 
really a history, a series of events, not 
a single persistent entity. In the case 
of the soul, this 1s obvious from the 
facts of growth. Whoever considers 
conception, gestation, and infancy can- 
not seriously believe that the soul is 
an indivisible something, perfect and 
complete throughout this process. It 
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is evident that it grows like the body, 
and that it derives both from the 
Spermatozoon and from the ovum, so 
that it cannot be indivisible. This is 
not materialism: it is merely the 
recognition that everything interesting 
is a matter of organization, not of 
primal substance. 

Metaphysicians have advanced in- 
numerable arguments to prove that the 
soul must be immortal. There is one 
simple test by which all these argu- 
ments can be demolished. They all 
prove equally that the soul must 
pervade all space. But as we are not 
so anxious to be fat as to live long, none 
of the metaphysicians in question have 
ever noticed this application of their 
reasonings. This is an instance of the 
amazing power of desire in blinding 
even very able men to fallacies which 
would otherwise be obvious at once. 
If we were not afraid of death, I do not 
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believe that the idea of immortality 
would ever have arisen. 

Fear is the basis of religious dogma, 
as of so much else in human life. Fear. 
of human beings, individually or 
collectively, dominates much of our 
social life, but it is fear of nature that 
gives rise to religion. The antithesis of 
mind and matter is, as we have seen, 
more or less illusory; but there is 
another antithesis which is more 
important—that, namely, between 
things that can be affected by our 
desires and things that cannot be so 
affected. The line between the two is 
neither sharp nor immutable—as 
science advances, more and more things 
are brought under human control. 
Nevertheless there remain things 
definitely on the other side. Among 
these are all the large facts of our world, 
the sort of facts that are dealt with by 
astronomy. It is only facts on or near 


[19 ] 


WHAT I BELIEVE 


the surface of the earth that we can, to 
some extent, mould to suit our desires. 
And even on the surface of the earth 
our powers are very limited. Above all, 
we cannot prevent death, although we 
can often delay it. 

Religion is an attempt to overcome 
this antithesis. If the world is con- 
trolled by God, and God can be moved 
by prayer, we acquire a share in 
omnipotence. In former days, miracles 
happened in answer to prayer; they 
still do in the Catholic Church, but 
Protestants have lost this power. How- 
ever, it is possible to dispense with 
miracles, since Providence has decreed 
that the operation of natural laws shall 
produce the best possible results. Thus 
belief in God still servesto humanize 
the world of nature, and to make men 
feel that physical forces are really their 
allies. In like manner immortality 
removes the terror from death. People 
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who believe that when they die they 
will inherit eternal bliss may be expected 
to view death without horror, though, 
fortunately for medical men, this does 
not invariably happen. It does, how- 
ever, soothe men’s fears somewhat, 
even when it cannot allay them wholly. 

Religion, since it has its source in 
terror, has dignified certain kinds of 
fear, and made people think them not 
disgraceful. In this it has done man- 
kind a great disservice: ail fear is bad, 
and ought to be overcome, not by 
fairy tales, but by courage and rational 
reflection. I believe that when I die 
I shall rot, and nothing of my ego will 
survive. I am not young, and I love 
life. But I should scorn to shiver with 
terror at the thought of annihilation. 
Happiness is none the less true happi- 
ness because it must come to an end, 
nor do thought and love lose their 
value because they are not everlasting. 
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Many a man has borne himself proudly 
on the scaffold ; surely the same pride 
should teach us to think truly about 
man’s place in the world. Even if the 
open windows of science at first make us 
shiver after the cosy indoor warmth of 
traditional humanizing myths, in the 
end the fresh air brings vigour, and the 
great spaces have a _ splendour of 
their own. 

The philosophy of nature is one 
thing, the philosophy of. value is quite 
another. Nothing but harm can come 
of confusing them. What we think 
good, what we should like, has no 
bearing whatever upon what is, which 
is the question for the philosophy of 
nature. On the other hand, we cannot 
be forbidden to value this or that on 
the ground that the non-human world 
does not value it, nor can we be com- 
pelled to admire anything because it 
is a “law of nature”. Undoubtedly 
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we are part of nature, which has 
produced our desires, our hopes and 
fears, in accordance with laws which 
the physicist is beginning to discover. 
In this sense we are part of nature ; in 
the philosophy of nature, we are 
subordinated to nature, the outcome of 
natural laws, and their victims in the 
long run. 

The philosophy of nature must not 
be unduly terrestrial: for it, the earth 
is merely one of the smaller planets of 
one of the smaller stars of the Milky 
Way. It would be ridiculous to warp 
the philosophy of nature in order to 
bring out results that are pleasing to 
the tiny parasites of this insignificant 
planet. Vitalism as a philosophy, and 
evolutionism, show, in this respect, 
a lack of sense of proportion and logical 
relevance. They regard the facts of 
life, which are personally interesting to 
us, as having a cosmic significance, not 
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a significance confined to the earth’s 
surface. Optimism and pessimism, as 
cosmic philosophies, show the same 
naive humanism: the great world, so 
far as we know it from the philosophy 
of nature, is neither good nor bad, and 
is not concerned to make us either 
happy or unhappy. All such philo- 
sophies spring from self-importance, 
and are best corrected by a little 
astronomy. 

But in the philosophy of value the 
situation is reversed. Nature is only 
a part of what we can imagine ; every- 
thing, real or imagined, can be appraised 
by us, and there is no outside standard 
to show that our valuation is wrong. 
We are ourselves the ultimate and 
irrefutable arbiters of value, and in the 
world of value Nature is only a part. 
Thus in this world we are greater than 
Nature. In the world of values, Nature 
in itself is neutral, neither good nor 
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bad, deserving of neither admiration 
nor censure. It is we who create value, 
and our desires which confer value. 
In this realm we are kings, and we 
debase our kingship if we bow down to 
Nature. It is for us to determine the 
good life, not for Nature—not even 
for Nature personified as God. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE GOOD LIFE 


There have been at different times 
and among different people many 
varying conceptions of the good life. 
To some extent the differences were 
amenable to argument; this was 
when men differed as to the means to 
achieve a given end. Some think 
that prison is a good way of preventing 
crime; others hold that education 
would be better. <A _ difference of 
this sort can be decided by sufficient 
evidence. But some differences cannot 
be tested in this way. Tolstoy con- 
demned all war; others have held 
the life of a soldier doing battle for the 
right to be very noble. Here there 
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was probably involved a real difference 
as to ends. Those who praise the 
soldier usually consider the punishment 
of sinners a good thing in itself ; Tolstoy 
did not think so. On such a matter 
no argument is possible. I cannot, 
therefore, prove that my view of the 
good life is right ; I can only state my 
view, and hope that as many as possible 
will agree. My view is this: 

The good life is one inspired by 
love and guided by knowledge. 

Knowledge and love are both in- 
definitely extensible; therefore, how- 
ever good a life may be, a better life 
can be imagined. Neither love without 
knowledge, nor knowledge without love 
can produce a good life. In the Middle 
Ages, when pestilence appeared in a 
country, holy men advised the popula- 
tion to assemble in churches and pray 
for deliverance ; the result was that the 
infection spread with extraordinary 
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rapidity among the crowded masses 
of supplicants. This was an example 
of love without knowledge. The late 
War afforded an example of knowledge 
without love. In each case, the result 
was death on a large scale. 

Although both love and knowledge 
are necessary, love is in a sense more 
fundamental,since it will lead intelligent 
people to seek knowledge, in order to 
find out how to benefit those whom 
they love. But if people are not intelli- 
gent, they will be content to believe 
what they have been told, and may do 
harm in spite of the most genuine 
benevolence. Medicine affords, perhaps 
the best example of what I mean. 
An able physician is more useful to 
a patient than the most devoted friend, 
and progress in medical knowledge 
does more for the health of the 
community than ill-informed philan- 
thropy. Nevertheless, an element of 
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benevolence is essential even here 
if any but the rich are to profit by 
scientific discoveries. 

Love is a word which covers a variety 
of feelings; I have used it purposely, 
as I wish to include them all. Love 
aS an emotion—which is what I am 
speaking about, for love “ on principle ”’ 
does not seem to me genuine —moves 
between two poles: on the one side, 
pure delight in contemplation; on 
the other, pure benevolence. Where 
inanimate objects are concerned, delight 
alone enters in: we cannot feel bene- 
volence towards a landscape or a sonata. 
This type of enjoyment is presumably 
the source of art. It is stronger, as 
a rule, in very young children than in 
adults, who are apt to view objects 
in a utilitarian spirit. It plays a 
large part in our feelings towards 
human beings, some of whom have 
charm and some the reverse, when 
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considered simply as objects of aesthetic 
contemplation. 

The opposite pole of love is pure 
benevolence. Men have sacrificed their 
lives to helping lepers ; in such a case 
the love they felt cannot have had any 
element of aesthetic delight. Parental 
affection, as a rule, is accompanied 
by pleasure in the child’s appearance, 
but remains strong when this element 
is wholly absent. It would seem odd 
to call a mother’s interest in a sick 
child “‘ benevolence ’’, because we are 
in the habit of using this word to 
describe a pale emotion nine parts 
humbug. But it 1s difficult to find any 
other word to describe the desire for 
another person’s welfare. It is a fact 
that a desire of this sort may reach any 
degree of strength in the case of parental 
feeling. In other cases it is far less 
intense ; indeed it would seem likely 
that all altruistic emotion is a sort of 
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overflow of parental feeling, or some- 
times a sublimation of it. For want 
of a better word, I shall call this emotion 
“ benevolence’. But I want to make 
it clear that I am speaking of an 
emotion, not a principle, and that I 
do not include in it any feeling of 
superiority such as is sometimes 
associated with the word. The word 
“sympathy ”’ expresses part of what 
I mean, but leaves out the element of 
activity that I wish to include. 

Love at its fullest is an indissoluble 
combination of the two elements, 
delight and well-wishing. The pleasure 
of a parent in a beautiful and successful 
child combines both elements; so 
does sex-love at its best. But in sex- 
love benevolence will only exist where 
there is secure possession, since other- 
wise jealousy will destroy it, while 
perhaps actually increasing the delight 
in contemplation. Delight without 
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well-wishing may be cruel ; well-wishing 
without delight easily tends to become 
cold and a little superior. A person 
who wishes to be loved wishes to be 
the object of a love containing both 
elements, except in cases of extreme 
weakness, such as infancy and severe 
illness. In these cases benevolence 
may be all that is desired. Conversely, 
in cases of extreme strength admira- 
tion is more desired than benevolence : 
this is the state of mind of potentates 
and famous beauties. We only desire 
other people’s good wishes in proportion 
as we feel ourselves in need of help 
or in danger of harm from them. At 
least, that would seem to be the 
biological logic of the situation, but 
it is not quite true to life. We desire 
affection in order to escape from the 
feeling of loneliness, in order to be, 
as we say, “understood’’. This is a 
matter of sympathy, not merely of 
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benevolence ; the person whose affec- 
tion is satisfactory to us must not 
merely wish us well, but must know 
in what our happiness consists. But 
this belongs to the other element of 
the good life, namely knowledge. 

In a perfect world, every sentient 
being would be to every other the 
object of the fullest love, compounded 
of delight, benevolence, and under- 
standing inextricably blended. It does 
not follow that, in this actual world, 
we ought to attempt to have such 
feelings towards all the sentient beings 
whom we encounter. There are many 
in whom we cannot feel delight, because 
they are disgusting ; if we were to do 
violence to our nature by trying to see 
beauties in them, we should merely 
blunt our susceptibilities to what we 
naturally find beautiful. Not to 
mention human beings, there are fleas 
and bugs and lice. We should have 
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to be as hard pressed as the Ancient 
Mariner before we could feel delight 
in contemplating these creatures. Some 
saints, it is true, have called them 
“pearls of God’’, but what these 
men delighted in was the opportunity 
of displaying their own sanctity. 
Benevolence is easier to extend widely, 
but even benevolence has its limits. 
If a man wished to marry a lady, we 
should not think the better of him for 
withdrawing if he found that some one 
else also wished to marry her: we 
should regard this as a fair field for 
competition. Yet his feelings towards 
a rival cannot be wholly benevolent. 
I think that in all descriptions of the 
good life here on earth we must assume 
a certain basis of animal vitality and 
animal instinct; without this, life 
becomes tame and_ uninteresting. 
Civilization should be something added 
to this, not substituted for it; the 
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ascetic saint and the detached sage 
fail in this respect to be complete 
human beings. A small number of 
them may enrich a community; but 
a world composed of them would die 
of boredom. 

These considerations lead to a certain 
emphasis on the element of delight as 
an ingredient in the best love. Delight, 
in this actual world, is unavoidably 
selective, and prevents us from having 
the same feelings towards all mankind. 
When conflicts arise between delight 
and benevolence, they must, as a rule, 
be decided by a compromise, not by 
a complete surrender of either. Instinct 
has its rights, and if we do violence to 
it beyond a point it takes vengeance 
in subtle ways. Therefore in aiming 
at a good life the limits of human 
possibility must be borne in mind. 
Here again, however, we are brought 
back to the necessity of knowledge. 
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When I speak of knowledge as an 
ingredient of the good life, I am not 
thinking of ethical knowledge, but of 
scientific knowledge and knowledge of 
particular facts. I do not think there 
is, strictly speaking, such a thing as 
ethical knowledge. If we desire to 
achieve some end, knowledge may show 
us the means, and this knowledge may 
loosely pass as ethical. But I do not 
believe that we can decide what sort 
of conduct is right or wrong except by 
reference to its probable consequences. 
Given an end to be achieved, it is a 
question for science to discover how to 
achieve it. All moral rules must be 
tested by examining whether they 
tend to realize ends that we desire. 
I say ends that we desire, not ends 
that we ought to desire. What we 
‘“ought’”’ to desire is merely what 
someone else wishes us to desire. 
Usually it is what the authorities wish 
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us to desire—parents, schoolmasters, 
policemen, and judges. If you say to 
me ‘“‘ you ought to do so-and-so ’”’, the 
motive power of your remark lies in 
my desire for your approval—together, 
possibly, with rewards or punish- 
ments attached to your approval or 
disapproval. Since all behaviour 
springs from desire, it is clear that 
ethical notions can have no importance 
except as they influence desire. They 
do this through the desire for approval 
and the fear of disapproval. These 
are powerful social forces, and we 
shall naturally endeavour to win them 
to our side if we wish to realize any 
social purpose. When I say that the 
morality of conduct is to be judged by 
its probable consequences, I mean that 
I desire to see approval given to 
behaviour likely to realize social 
purposes which we desire, and dis- 
approval to opposite behaviour. At 
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present this is not done; there are 
certain traditional rules according to 
which approval and disapproval are 
meted out quite regardless of con- 
sequences. But this is a topic with 
which we shall deal in the next chapter. 

The superfluity of theoretical ethics 
is obvious in simple cases. Suppose, 
for instance, that your child is ill. 
Love makes you wish to cure it, and 
science tells you how to do so. There 
is not an intermediate stage of ethical 
theory, where it is demonstrated that 
your child had better be cured. Your 
act springs directly from desire for 
an end, together with knowledge of 
means. This is equally true of all 
acts, whether good or bad. The ends 
differ, and the knowledge is more 
adequate in some cases than in others. 
But there is no conceivable way of 
making people do things they do not 
wish to do. What is possible is to 
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alter their desires by a system of 
rewards and penalties, among which 
social approval and disapproval are 
not the least potent. The question 
for the legislative moralist is, therefore : 
How shall this system of rewards and 
punishments be arranged so as to 
secure the maximum of what is desired 
by the legislative authority ? If I say 
that the legislative authority has bad 
desires, | mean merely that its desires 
conflict with those of some section of 
the community to which I belong. 
Outside human desires there is no moral 
standard. 

Thus, what distinguishes ethics from 
science 1s not any special kind of 
knowledge, but merely desire. The 
knowledge required in ethics is exactly 
like the knowledge elsewhere; what 
is peculiar is that certain ends are 
desired, and that right conduct is what 
conduces to them. Of course, if the 
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definition of right conduct is to make 
a wide appeal, the ends must be such 
as large sections of mankind desire. 
If I defined right conduct as that which 
increases my own income, readers 
would disagree. The whole effective- 
ness of any ethical argument lies in 
its scientific part, 1.e. in the proof that 
one kind of conduct,rather than some 
other, is a means to an end which is 
widely desired. I distinguish, how- 
ever, between ethical argument and 
ethical education. The latter consists 
in strengthening certain desires and 
weakening others. This is quite a 
different process, which will be 
separately discussed at a later stage. 
We can now explain more exactly 
the purport of the definition of the 
good life with which this chapter 
began. When I said that the good 
life, consists of love guided by know- 
ledge, the desire which prompted me 
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was the desire to live such a life as far 
as possible, and to see others living it ; 
and the logical content of the state- 
ment is that, in a community where 
men live in this way, more desires will 
be satisfied than in one where there 
is less love or less knowledge. I do 
not mean that such a life is ‘‘ virtuous ”’ 
or that its opposite is “ sinful’’, for 
these are conceptions which seem to 
me to have no scientific justification. 
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MORAL RULES 


The practical need of morals arises 
from the conflict of desires, whether 
of different people or of the same 
person at different times or even at 
one time. A man desires to drink, 
and also to be fit for his work next 
morning. We think him immoral if 
he adopts the course which gives him 
the smaller total satisfaction of desire. 
We think ill of people who are 
extravagant or reckless, even if they 
injure no one but themselves. Bentham 
supposed that the whole of morality 
could be derived from “ enlightened 
self-interest ’’, and that a person who 
always acted with a view to his own 
maximum satisfaction in the long 
run would always act rightly. I cannot 
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accept this view. Tyrants have existed 
who derived exquisite pleasure from 
watching the infliction of torture; 
I cannot praise such men when 
prudence led them to spare their 
victims’ lives with a view to further 
sufferings another day. Nevertheless, 
other things being equal, prudence is 
a part of the good life. Even Robinson 
Crusoe had occasion to _ practise 
industry, self-control, and foresight, 
which must be reckoned as moral 
qualities, since they increased his total 
satisfaction without counterbalancing 
injury to others. This part of morals 
plays a great part in the training of 
young children, who have little inclina- 
tion to think of the future. If it were 
more practised in later life, the world 
would quickly become a_ paradise, 
since it would be quite sufficient to 
prevent wars, which are acts of 
passion, not of reason. Nevertheless, 
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in spite of the importance of prudence, 
it is not the most interesting part of 
morals. Nor is it the part that raises 
intellectual problems, since it does 
not require an appeal to anything 
beyond self-interest. 

The part of morality that is not 
included in prudence is, in essence, 
analogous to law, or the rules of a 
club. It is a method of enabling men 
to live together in a community in 
spite of the possibility that their desires 
may conflict. But here two very 
different methods are possible. There 
is the method of the criminal law, 
which aims at a merely external 
harmony by attaching disagreeable 
consequences to acts which thwart 
other men’s desires in certain ways. 
This is also the method of social 
censure: to be thought ill of by one’s 
own society is a form of punish- 
ment, to avoid which most people 
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avoid being known to transgress the 
code of their set. But there is another 
method, more fundamental, and far 
more satisfactory when it succeeds. 
This is to alter men’s characters and 
desires in such a way as to minimize 
occasions of conflict by making the 
success of one man’s desires as far as 
possible consistent with that of 
another’s. That is why love is better 
than hate, because it brings harmony 
instead of conflict into the desires of 
the persons concerned. Two people 
between whom there is love succeed 
or fail together, but when two people 
hate each other the success of either 
is the failure .of the other. 

If we were right in saying that the 
good life is inspired by love and guided 
by knowledge, it is clear that the 
moral code of any community is not 
ultimate and self-sufficient, but must 
be examined with a view to seeing 
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whether it is such as wisdom and 
benevolence would have decreed. Moral 
codes have not always been faultless. 
The Aztecs considered it their painful. 
duty to eat human flesh for fear the 
light of the sun should grow dim. 
They erred in their science ; and per- 
haps they would have perceived the 
scientific error if they had had any 
love for the sacrificial victims. Some 
tribes immure girls in the dark from 
the age of ten to the age of seventeen, 
for fear the sun’s rays should render 
them pregnant. But surely our modern 
codes of morals contain nothing 
analogous to these savage practices ? 
Surely we only forbid things which 
really are harmful, or at any rate so 
abominable that no decent person 
could defend them ? I am not so sure. 

Current mortality is a curious blend 
of utilitarianism and superstition, but 
the superstitious part has the stronger 


[ 47 ] 


WHAT I BELIEVE 


hold, as is natural, since superstition 
is the origin of moral rules. Originally, 
certain acts were thought displeasing 
to the gods, and were forbidden by 
law because the divine wrath was 
apt to descend upon the community, 
not merely upon the guilty individuals. 
Hence arose the conception of sin, 
as that which is displeasing to God. 
No reason can be assigned as to why 
certain acts should be thus displeasing ; 
it would be very difficult to say, for 
instance, why it was displeasing that 
the kid should be seethed in its mother’s 
milk. But it was known by Revelation 
that this was the case. Sometimes 
the Divine commands have been 
curiously interpreted. For example, 
we are told not to work on Saturdays, 
and Protestants take this tomean that 
we are not to play on Sundays, But the 
same sublime authority is attributed 
to the new prohibition as to the old. 
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It is evident that a man with a 
scientific outlook on life cannot let 
himself be intimidated by texts of 
Scripture or by the teaching of the 
Church. He will not be content to 
say ‘“‘such-and-such an act is sinful, 
and that ends the matter.” He 
will inquire whether it does any harm, 
or whether on the contrary, the 
belief that it is sinful does harm. 
And he will find that, especially in 
what concerns sex, our current morality 
contains a very great deal of which 
the origin is purely superstitious. He 
will find also that this superstition, 
like that of the Aztecs, involves 
needless cruelty, and would be swept 
away if people were actuated by 
kindly feelings towards their neighbours. 
But the defenders of traditional 
morality are seldom people with warm 
hearts, as may be seen from the love 
of militarism displayed by Church 
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dignitaries. One is tempted to think 
that they value morals as affording 
a legitimate outlet for their desire to 
inflict pain: the sinner is fair game, 
and therefore away with tolerance ! 
Let us follow an ordinary: human 
life from conception to the grave, and 
note the points where superstitious 
morals inflict preventable suffering. 
I begin with conception, because here 
the influence of superstition is par- 
ticularly noteworthy. If the parents 
are not married, the child has a stigma, 
as clearly undeserved as _ anything 
could be. If either of the parents 
has venereal disease, the child is likely 
to inherit it. If they already have 
too many children for the family 
income, there will be poverty, under- 
feeding, overcrowding, very likely incest. 
Yet the great majority of moralists 
agree that the parents had better not 
know how to prevent this misery by 


[ 50 | 


MORAL RULES 


preventing conception. To please these 
moralists, a life of torture is inflicted 
upon millions of human beings who 
ought never to have existed, merely 
because it is supposed that sexual 
intercourse is wicked unless accom- 
panied by desire for offspring, but not 
wicked when this desire is present, 
even though the offspring is humanly 
certain to be wretched. To be killed 
suddenly and then eaten, which was 
the fate of the Aztec’s victims, is a far 
less degree of suffering than is inflicted 
upon a child born in miserable sur- 
roundings and tainted with venereal 
disease. Yet it is the greater suffering 
which is deliberately inflicted by 
Bishops and politicians in the name of 
morality. If they had even the smallest 
spark of love or pity for children 
they could not adhere to a moral 
code involving this fiendish cruelty. 
At birth, and in early infancy, the 
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average child suffers more from 
economic causes than from superstition. 
When well-to-do women have children, 
they have the best doctors, the best 
nurses, the best diet, the best rest, 
and the best exercise. Working-class 
women do not enjoy these advantages, 
and frequently their children die for 
lack of them. A little is done by the 
public authorities in the way of care 
of mothers, but very grudgingly. At 
a moment when the supply of milk 
to nursing mothers is being cut down 
to save expense, public authorities 
will spend vast sums on paving rich 
residential districts where there is 
little traffic. They must know that 
in taking this decision they are con- 
demning a certain number of working- 
class children to death for the crime 
of poverty. Yet the ruling party are 
supported by the immense majority of 
ministers of religion, who, with the Pope 
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at their head, have pledged the vast 
forces of superstition throughout the 
world to the support of social injustice. 

In all stages of education the influence 
of superstition is disastrous. A certain 
percentage of children have the habit 
of thinking; one of the aims of educa- 
tion is to cure them of this habit. 
Inconvenient questions are met with 
“hush, hush’”’ or with punishment. 
Collective emotion is used to instil 
certain kinds of belief, more particu- 
larly nationalistic kinds. Capitalists, 
militarists, and ecclesiastics co-operate 
in education, because all depend for 
their power upon the prevalence of 
emotionalism and the rarity of critical 
judgment. With the aid of human 
nature, education succeeds in increasing 
and intensifying these propensities of 
the average man. 

Another way in which superstition 
damages education is through its 
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influence on the choice of teachers. 
For economic reasons, a woman- 
teacher must not be married; for 
moral reasons, she must not have 
extra-marital sexual relations. And 
yet everybody who has taken the 
trouble to study morbid psychology 
knows that prolonged virginity is, as 
a rule, extraordinarily harmful to 
women, so harmful that, in a sane 
society, 1t would be severely discouraged 
in teachers. The restrictions imposed 
lead more and more to a refusal, on 
the part of energetic and enterprising 
women, to enter the teaching profession. 
This is all due to the lingering influence 
of superstitious ascetism. 

At middle and upper-class schools 
the matter is even worse. There are 
chapel services, and the care of morals 
is in the hands of clergymen. Clergy- 
men, almost necessarily, fail in two 
ways as teachers of morals. They 
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condemn acts which do no harm and 
they condone acts which do great 
harm. They all condemn sexual rela- 
tions between unmarried people who 
are fond of each other but not yet sure 
that they wish to live together all their 
lives. Most of them condemn birth- 
control. None of them condemn the 
brutality of a husband who causes his 
wife to die of too frequent pregnancies. 
I knew a fashionable clergyman whose 
wife had nine children in nine years. 
The doctors told him that if she had 
another she would die. Next year she 
had another and died. No one con- 
demned him ; he retained his benefice, 
and married again. So long as clergy- 
men continue to condone cruelty and 
condemn innocent pleasure, they can 
only do harm as guardians of the morals 
of the young. 

Another bad effect of superstition 
on education is the absence of instruction 
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about the facts of sex. The main 
physiological facts ought to be taught, 
quite simply and naturally before 
puberty at a time when they are not 
exciting. At puberty, the elements 
of an unsuperstitious sexual morality 
ought to be taught. Boys and girls 
should be taught that nothing can 
justify sexual intercourse unless there 
is mutual inclination. This is contrary 
to the teaching of the Church, which 
holds that, provided the parties are 
married and the man desires another 
child, sexual intercourse is justified 
however great may be the reluctance 
of the wife. Boys and girls should be 
taught respect for each other’s liberty ; 
they should be made to feel that nothing 
gives one human being rights over 
another, and that jealousy and 
possessiveness kill love. They should 
be taught that to bring another human 
being into the world is a very serious 
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matter, only to be undertaken when 
the child will have a reasonable prospect 
of health, good surroundings, and 
parental care. But they should also be 
taught methods of birth-control, so as 
to insure that children shall only come 
when they are wanted. Finally, they 
should be taught the dangers of venereal 
disease, and the methods of prevention 
andcure. The increase of human happi- 
ness to be expected from sex-education 
on these lines is immeasurable. 

It should be recognized that, in the 
absence of children, sexual relations 
are a purely private matter, which does 
not concern either the State or the 
neighbours. Certain forms of sex which 
do not lead to children are at present 
punished by the criminal law: this is 
purely superstitious, since the matter 
is one which affects no one except the 
parties directly concerned. Where 
there are children, it is a mistake to 
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suppose that it is necessarily to their 
interest to make divorce very difficult. 
Habitual drunkenness, cruelty, insanity 
are grounds upon which divorce is 
necessary for the children’s sake quite 
as much as for the sake of the wife or 
husband. The peculiar importance 
attached, at present, to adultery is 
quite irrational. It is obvious that 
many forms of misconduct are more 
fatal to married happiness than an 
occasional infidelity. Masculine insist- 
ence on a child a year, which is not 
conventionally misconduct or cruelty, 
is the most fatal of all. 

Moral rules ought not to be such 
as to make instinctive happiness 
impossible. Yet that is an effect of 
strict monogamy in a community 
where the numbers of the two sexes 
are very unequal. Of course, under 
such circumstances, the moral rules 
are infringed. But when the rules are 
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such that they can only be obeyed by 
greatly diminishing the happiness of 
the community, and when it is better 
they should be infringed than observed, 
surely it is time that the rules were 
changed. If this is not done, many 
people who are acting in a way not 
contrary to the public interest are 
faced with the undeserved alternative 
of hypocrisy or obloquy. The Church 
does not mind hypocrisy, which is a 
flattering tribute to its power ; but 
elsewhere it has come to be recognized 
as an evil which we ought not lightly 
to inflict. 

Even more harmful than theological 
superstition is the superstition of 
nationalism, of duty to one’s own State 
and to no other. But I do not propose 
on this occasion to discuss this matter, 
beyond pointing out that limitation to 
one’s compatriots is contrary to the 
principle of love which we recognized 
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as constituting the good life. It is 
also, of course,contrary to enlightened 
self-interest, since an exclusive national- 
ism does not pay even the victorious 
nations. 

One other respect in which our 
society suffers from the theological 
conception of “ sin ’”’ is the treatment of 
criminals. The view that criminals 
are “‘ wicked ’”’ and “ deserve ”’ punish- 
ment is not one which a rational 
morality can support. Undoubtedly 
certain people do things which society 
wishes to prevent, and does right in 
preventing as far as possible. We may 
take murder as the plainest case. 
Obviously, if a community is to hold 
together and we are to enjoy its 
pleasures and advantages, we cannot 
allow people to kill each other whenever 
they feel an impulse to do so. But this 
problem should be treated in a purely 
scientific spirit. We should ask simply : 
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What is the best method of preventing 
murder ? Of two methods which are 
equally effective in preventing murder, 
the one involving least harm to the 
murderer is to be preferred. The harm 
to the murderer is wholly regrettable, 
like the pain of a surgical operation. 
It may be equally necessary, but it is 
not a subject for rejoicing. The 
vindictive feeling called ‘ moral 
indignation’’ is merely a form of 
cruelty. Suffering to the criminal can 
never be justified by the notion of 
vindictive punishment. If education 
combined with kindness is equally 
effective, it is to be preferred; _ still 
more is it to be preferred if it is more 
effective. Of course the prevention of 
crime and the punishment of crime are 
two different questions ; the object of 
causing pain to the criminal is presum- 
ably deterrent. If prisons were so 
humanized that a prisoner got a good 
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education for nothing, people might 
commit crimes in order to qualify for 
entrance. No doubt prison must be 
less pleasant than freedom; but the 
best way to secure this result is to 
make freedom more pleasant than it 
sometimes is at present. I do not wish, 
however, to embark upon the subject 
of Penal Reform. I merely wish to 
suggest that we should treat the 
criminal as we treat a man suffering 
from plague. Each is a public danger, 
each must have his liberty curtailed 
until he has ceased to be a danger. 
But the man suffering from plague is 
an object of sympathy and com- 
miseration whereas the criminal is an 
object of execration. This is quite 
irrational. And it is because of this 
difference of attitude that our prisons 
are so much less successful in curing 
criminal tendencies than our hospitals 
are in curing disease. 


[ 62 ] 


CHAPTER IV 


SALVATION: INDIVIDUAL AND 
SOCIAL 


One of the defects of traditional 
religion is its individualism, and this 
defect belongs also to the morality 
associated with it. Traditionally, the 
religious life was, as it were, a duologue 
between the soul and God. To obey 
the will of God was virtue; and this 
was possible for the individual quite 
regardless of the state of the com- 
munity. Protestant sects developed 
the idea of “‘ finding salvation ’’, but it 
was always present in Christian teach- 
ing. This individualism of the separate 
soul had its value at certain stages of 
history, but in the modern world we 
need rather a social than an individual 
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conception of welfare. I want to 
consider, in this chapter, how this 
affects our conception of the good life. 

Christianity arose in the Roman 
Empire among populations wholly 
destitute of political power, whose 
national States had been destroyed 
and merged in a vast impersonal 
ageregate. During the first three 
centuries of the Christian Era _ the 
individuals who adopted Christianity 
could not alter the social or political 
institutions under which they lived, 
although they were profoundly con- 
vinced of their badness. In _ these 
circumstances, it was natural that 
they should. adopt the belief that 
an individual may be perfect in an 
imperfect world, and that the good 
life has nothing to do with this world. 
What I mean may become plain by 
comparison with Plato’s Republic. 
When Plato wanted to describe the good 
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life , he described a whole community, 
not an individual; he did so in order 
to define justice, which is an essentially 
social conception. He was accustomed 
to citizenship of a Republic, and 
political responsibility was something 
which he took for granted. With the 
loss of Greek freedom comes the rise 
of Stoicism, which is like Christianity, 
and unlike Plato, in having an 
individualistic conception of the good 
life. 

We, who belong to great democracies, 
should find a more appropriate morality 
in’free Athens than in despotic Imperial 
Rome. In India, where the political 
circumstances are very similar to those 
of Judea in the time of Christ, we find 
Ghandi preaching a very similar 
morality to Christ’s and being punished 
for it by the christianized successors of 
Pontius Pilate. But the more extreme 
Indian nationalists are not content 
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with individual salvation: they want 
national salvation. In this they have 
taken on the outlook of the free 
democracies of the West. I want to 
suggest some respects in which this 
outlook, owing to Christian influences, 
is not yet sufficiently bold and self- 
conscious, but is still hampered by the 
belief in individual salvation. 

The good life, as we conceive it, 
demands a multitude of social con- 
ditions, and cannot be realized without 
them. The good life, we said, is a life 
inspired by love and guided by know- 
ledge. The knowledge required can 
only exist where governments or 
millionaires devote themselves to its 
discovery and diffusion. For example : 
the spread of cancer is alarming— 
what are we to do about it? At the 
moment, no one can answer the question 
for lack of knowledge; and the know- 
ledge is not likely to emerge except 
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through endowed research. Again: 
knowledge of science, history, literature, 
and art ought to beattainable by all 
who desire it; this requires elaborate 
arrangements on the part of public 
authorities, and is not to be achieved 
by means of religious conversion. Then 
there is foreign trade, without which 
half the inhabitants of Great Britain 
would starve ; and if we were starving 
very few of us would live the good life. 
It is needless to multiply examples. 
The important point is that, in all that 
differentiates between a good life and 
a bad one, the world is a unity, and the 
man who pretends to live independently 
is a conscious or unconscious parasite. 

The idea of individual salvation, 
with which the early Christians consoled 
themselves for their political subjection, 
becomes impossible as soon as we 
escape from a very narrow conception 
of the good life. In the othodox 
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Christian conception, the good life is 
the virtuous life, and virtue consists in 
obedience to the will of God, and the 
will of God is revealed to each individual 
through the voice of conscience. This 
whole conception is that of men subject 
to an alien despotism. The good life 
involves much besides virtue—intelli- 
gence, for instance. And conscience is 
a most fallacious guide, since it consists 
of vague reminiscences of precepts 
heard in early youth, so that it is never 
wiser than its possessor’s nurse or 
mother. To live a good life in the 
fullest sense a man must have a good 
education, friends, love, children (if 
he desires them), a sufficient income 
to keep him from want and grave 
anxiety, good health, and work which 
is not uninteresting. All these things, 
in varying degrees, depend upon the 
community, and are helped or hindered 
by political events. The good life must 
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be lived in a good society, and is not 
fully possible otherwise. 

This is the fundamental dickest of 
the aristocratic ideal. Certain good 
things, such as art and science and 
friendship, can flourish very well in an 
aristocratic society. They existed in 
Greece on a basis of slavery; they 
exist among ourselves on a basis of 
exploitation. But love, in the form of 
sympathy or benevolence, cannot exist 
freely in an aristocratic society. The 
aristocrat has to persuade himself that 
the slave or proletarian or coloured man 
is of inferior clay, and that his suffer- 
ings do not matter. At the present 
moment, polished English gentlemen 
flog Africans so severely that they die 
after hours of unspeakable anguish. 
Even if these gentlemen are well- 
educated, artistic, and admirable con- 
versationalists, I cannot admit that 
they are living the good life. Human 
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nature imposes some limitation of 
sympathy, but not such a degree as 
that. In a  democratically-minded 
society, only amaniac would behave in 
this way. The limitation of sympathy 
involved in the aristocratic ideal is its 
condemnation. Salvation is an aristo- 
cratic ideal, because it is individualistic. 
For this reason, also, the idea of 
personal salvation, however inter- 
preted and expanded, cannot serve for 
the definition of the good life. 

Another characteristic of salvation 
is that it results from a catastrophic 
change, like the conversion of Saint 
Paul. Shelley’s poems afford an 
illustration of this conception applied 
to societies ; the moment comes when 
everybody is converted, the “ anarchs ”’ 
fly, and “ the world’s great age begins 
anew ’’. It may be said that a poet is 
an unimportant person, whose ideas 
are of no consequence. But I am 
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persuaded that a large proportion of 
revolutionary leaders have had ideas 
extremely like Shelley’s. They have 
thought that misery and cruelty and 
degradation were due to tyrants or 
priests or capitalists or Germans, and 
that if these sources of evil were over- 
thrown there would be a _ general 
change of heart and we should all live 
happy ever after. Holding these 
beliefs, they have been willing to wage 
a “war to end war’’. Comparatively 
fortunate were those who suffered 
defeat or death; those who had the 
misfortune to emerge victorious were 
reduced to cynicism and despair by the 
failure of all their glowing hopes. The 
ultimate source of these hopes was the 
Christian doctrine of catastrophic 
conversion as the road to salvation. 

I do not wish to suggest that revolu- 
tions are never necessary, but I do wish 
to suggest that they are not short cuts 
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to the millennium. There is no short 
cut to the good life, whether individual 
or social. To build up the good life, we 
must build up intelligence, self-control, 
and sympathy. This is a quantitative 
matter, a matter of gradual improve- 
ment, of early training, of educational 
experiment. Only impatience prompts 
the belief in the possibility of sudden 
improvement. The gradual improve- 
ment that is possible, and the methods 
by which it may be achieved, are a 
matter for future science. But some- 
thing can be said now. Some part of 
what can be said I shall try to indicate 
in a final chapter. 
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SCIENCE AND HAPPINESS 


The purpose of the moralist is to 
improve men’s behaviour. This is a 
laudable ambition, since their behaviour 
is for the most part deplorable. But 
I cannot praise the moralist either for 
the particular improvements he desires, 
or for the methods he adopts for 
achieving them. His ostensible method 
is moral exhortation ; his real method 
(if he is orthodox) is a system of 
economic rewards and punishments. 
The former effects nothing permanent 
or important ; the influence of revival- 
ists, from Savonarola downwards, has 
always been very transitory. The 
latter—the rewards and punishments— 
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have a very considerable effect. They 
cause a man, for example, to prefer 
casual prostitutes to a quasi-permanent 
mistress, because it is necessary to 
adopt the method which is most easily 
concealed. They thus keep up the 
numbers of a very dangerous profession, 
and secure the prevalence of venereal 
disease. These are not the objects 
desired by the moralist, and he is too 
unscientific to notice that they are the 
objects which he actually achieves. 

Is there anything better to be 
substituted for this unscientific mixture 
of preaching and bribery? I think 
there is. 

Men’s actions are harmful either 
from ignorance or from bad desires. 
‘Bad ”’ desires, when we are speaking 
from a social point of view, may be 
defined as those which tend to thwart 
the desires of others, or, more exactly, 
those which thwart more desires than 
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they assist. It is not necessary to dwell 
upon the harmfulness that springs 
from ignorance ; here, more knowledge 
is all that is wanted, so that the road 
to improvement lies in more research 
and more education. But the harmful- 
ness that springs from bad desires is 
a more difficult matter. 

In the ordinary man and woman there 
is a certain amount of active mal- 
evolence, both special ill-will directed 
to particular enemies and general 
impersonal pleasure in the misfortunes 
of others. It is customary to cover 
this over with fine phrases ; about half 
of conventional morality is a cloak for 
it. But it must be faced if the 
moralists’ aim of improving our actions 
is to be achieved. It is shown in a 
thousand ways. great and small: in 
the glee with which people repeat and 
believe scandal, in the unkind treat- 
ment of criminals in spite of clear proof 
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that better treatment would have more 
effect in reforming them, in the un- 
believable barbarity with which all 
white races treat negroes, and in the 
gusto with which old ladies and clergy- 
men pointed out the duty of military 
service to young men duringthe War. 
Even children may be the objects of 
wanton cruelty: David Copperfield 
and Oliver Twist are by no means 
imaginary. This active malevolence 
is the worst feature of human nature, 
and the one which it is most necessary 
to change if the world is to grow 
happier. Probably this one cause has 
more to do with war than all the 
economic and political causes put 
together. 

Given this problem of preventing 
malevolence, how shall we deal with 
it ? First let us try to understand its 
causes. These are, I think, partly 
social, partly physiological. The world, 
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now as much as at any former time, is 
based upon life-and-death competition ; 
the question at issue in the War was 
whether German or allied children 
should die of want and _ starvation. 
(Apart from malevolence on both sides 
there was not the slightest reason why 
both should not survive). Most people 
have in the background of their minds 
a haunting fear of ruin; this is 
especially true of people who have 
children. The rich fear that Bolsheviks 
will confiscate their investments; the 
poor fear that they will lose their job 
or their health. Every one is engaged 
in the frantic pursuit of “security ”’, 
and imagines that this is to be achieved 
by keeping potential enemies in 
subjection. It is in moments of panic 
that cruelty becomes most wide-spread 
and most atrocious. Reactionaries 
everywhere appeal to fear : in England, 
to fear of Bolshevism; in France, to 
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fear of Germany ; in Germany, to fear 
of France. And the sole effect of their 
appeals is to increase the danger against 
which they wish to be protected. 

It must, therefore, be one of the chief 
concerns of the scientific moralist to 
combat fear. This can be done in two 
ways: by increasing security, and by 
cultivating courage. I am speaking of 
fear as an irrational passion, not of the 
rational prevision of possible misfortune. 
When a theatre catches fire, the rational 
man foresees disaster just as clearly as 
the man stricken with panic, but he 
adopts methods likely to diminish the 
disaster, whereas the man stricken with 
panic increases it. Europe since 1914 
has been like a panic-striken audience 
in a theatre on fire; what is needed is 
calm,authoritative directions as to how 
to escape without trampling each other 
to pieces in the process. The Victorian 
age, for all its humbug, was a period of 
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rapid progress, because men were 
dominated by hope rather than fear. 
If we are again to have progress, we 
must again be dominated by hope. 
Everything that increases the general 
security is likely to diminish cruelty. 
This applies to prevention of war, 
whether through the instrumentality 
of the League of Nations, or otherwise ; 
to prevention of destitution ; to better 
health by improvement in medicine, 
hygiene, and sanitation; and to all 
other methods of lessening the terrors 
that lurk in the abysses of men’s minds 
and emerge as nightmares when they 
sleep. But nothing is accomplished by 
an attempt to make a portion of man- 
kind secure at the expense of another 
portion—Frenchmen at the expense of 
Germans, capitalists at the expense of 
wage-earners, white men at the expense 
of yellow men, andsoon. Such methods 
only increase terror in the dominant 
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group, lest just resentment should lead 
the oppressed to rebel. Only justice 
can give security; and by ‘“‘justice’”’ 
I mean the recognition of the equal 
claims of all human beings. 

In addition to social changes designed 
to bring security, there is, however, 
another and more direct means of 
diminishing fear, namely by a regimen 
designed to increase courage. Owing 
to the importance of courage in battle, 
men early discovered means of increas- 
ing it by education and diet—eating 
human flesh, for example, was supposed 
to be useful. But military courage was 
to be the prerogative of the ruling 
caste: Spartans were to have more 
than helots, British officers than Indian 
privates, men than women, and so on. 
For centuries it was supposed to be the 
privilege of the aristocracy. Every 
increase of courage in the ruling caste 
was used to increase the burdens on the 
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oppressed, and therefore to increase the 
grounds for fear in the oppressors, and 
therefore to leave the causes of cruelty 
undiminished. Courage must be 
democratized before it can make men 
humane. 

To a great extent, courage has 
already been democratized by recent 
events. The suffragettes showed that 
they possessed as much courage as the 
bravest men; this demonstration was 
essential in winning them the vote. 
The common soldier in the War needed 
as much courage as a Captain or 
Lieutenant. and much more than a 
General: this had much to do with his 
lack of servility after demobilization. 
The Bolsheviks, who proclaim them- 
selves the champions of the proletariat, 
are not lacking in courage, whatever 
else may be said of them ; this is proved 
by their pre-revolutionary record. In 
Japan, where formerly the samurai had 
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a monopoly of martial ardour, co- 
scription brought the need of courage 
throughout the male population. Thus 
among all the Great Powers much 
has been done during the past half- 
century to make courage no longer an 
aristocratic monopoly : if this were not 
the case, the danger to democracy would 
be far greater than it is. 

But courage in fighting is by no means 
the only form, nor perhaps even the 
most important. There is courage in 
facing poverty, courage in facing 
derision, courage in facing the hostility 
of one’s own herd. In these, the 
bravest soldiers are often lamentably 
deficient. And above all there is the 
courage to think calmly and rationally 
in the face of danger, and to control the 
impulse of panic fear or panic rage. 
These are certainly things which educa- 
tion can help to give. And the teaching 
of every form of courage is rendered 


[ 82 ] 


SCIENCE AND HAPPINESS 


easier by good health, good physique, 
adequate nourishment, and free play 
for fundamental vital impulses. Perhaps 
the physiological sources of courage 
could be discovered by comparing the 
blood of a cat with that of a rabbit. 
In all likelihood there is no limit to 
what science could do in the way of 
increasing courage, by example, ex- 
perience of danger, an athletic life, and 
a suitable diet. All these things our 
upper-class boys to a great extent 
enjoy, but as yet they are in the main 
the prerogative of wealth. The courage 
so far encouraged in the poorer sections 
of the community is courage under 
orders, not the kind that involves 
initiative and leadership. When the 
qualities that now confer leadership 
have become universal, there will no 
longer be leaders and followers, and 
democracy will have been realized 
at last. 
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But fear is not the only source of 
malevolence; envy and disappoint- 
ment also have their share. The envy 
of cripples and hunchbacks is proverbial 
as a source of malignity, but other 
misfortunes than theirs produce similar 
results. A man or woman who has been 
thwarted sexually is apt to be full of 
envy; this generally takes the form 
of moral condemnation of the more 
fortunate. Much of the driving force 
of revolutionary movements is due to 
envy of the rich. Jealousy is, of 
course, a special form of envy: envy 
of love. The old often envy the young ; 
when they do, they are apt to treat 
them cruelly. 

There is, so far as I know, no way of 
dealing with envy except to make the 
lives of the envious happier and fuller, 
and to encourage in youth the idea of 
collective enterprises rather than com- 
petition. The worst forms of envy are 
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in those who have not had a full life in 
the way of marriage, or children, or 
career. Such misfortunes could in 
most cases be avoided by better social 
institutions. Still, it must be admitted 
that a residuum of envy is likely to 
remain. There are many instances in 
history of Generals so jealous of each 
other that they preferred defeat to 
enhancement of the other’s reputation. 
Two politicians of the same party, or 
two artists of the same school, are 
almost sure to be jealous of one another. 
In such cases, there seems nothing to be 
done except to arrange, as far as possi- 
ble, that each competitor shall be unable 
to injure the other, and shall only be 
able to win by superior merit. An 
artist’s jealousy of a rival usually does 
little harm, because the only effective 
way of indulging it is to paint better 
pictures than his rival’s, since it is not 
open to him to destroy his rival’s 
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pictures. Where envy is unavoidable 
it must be used as a stimulus to ones 
own efforts, not to the PAWORtlng: of 
the efforts of rivals. 

The possibilities of science in the way 
of increasing human happiness are not 
confined to diminishing those aspects 
of human nature which make for mutual 
defeat, and which we therefore call 
“bad.” There is probably no limit to 
what science can do in the way of 
increasing positive excellence. Health 
has already been greatly improved ; in 
spite of the lamentations of those who 
idealize the past, we live longer and have 
fewer illnesses than any class or nation 
in the eighteenth century. With a 
little more application of the knowledge 
we already possess, we might be much 
healthier than we are. And future 
discoveries are likely to accelerate this 
process enormously. 

So far, it has been physical science 
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that has had most effect upon our lives, 
but in the future physiology and 
psychology are likely to be far more 
potent. When we have discovered how 
character depends upon physiological 
conditions, we shall be able, if we 
choose, to produce far more of the type 
of human beings that we admire. 
Intelligence, artistic capacity, benevo- 
lence—all these things no doubt could 
be increased by science. There seems 
scarcely any limit to what could be done 
in the way of producing a good world, 
if only men would use science wisely. 
I have expressed elsewhere my fears 
that men may not make a wise use of 
the power they derive from science.* At 
present I am concerned with the good 
that men could do if they chose, not 
with the question whether they will 
choose rather to do harm. 

There is a certain attitude about the 

* See Icarus 
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application of science to human life 
with which I have some sympathy, 
though I do not, in the last analysis, 
agree with it. It is the attitude of 
those who dread what is “ unnatural ”’. 
Rousseau is, of course, the great pro- 
tagonist of this view in Europe. In 
Asia, Lao-Tze has set it forth even 
more persuasively, and 2400 years 
sooner. I think there is a mixture of 
truth and falsehood in the admiration 
of “ nature ’’, which it is important to 
disentangle. To begin with, what is 
“natural’’? Roughly speaking, any 
thing to which the speaker was accus- 
tomed in childhood. Lao-Tze objects 
to roads and carriages and boats, all 
of which were probably unknown in 
the village where he was_ born. 
Rousseau has got used to these things, 
and does not regard them as against 
nature. But he would no doubt have 
thundered against railways if he had 
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lived to see them. Clothes and cooking 
are too ancient to be denounced by 
most of the apostles of nature, though 
they all object to new fashions in either. 
Birth-control is thought wicked by 
people who tolerate celibacy, because 
the former is a new violation of nature 
and the latter an ancient one. In all 
these ways those who preach “ nature ”’ 
are inconsistent, and one is tempted to 
regard them as mere conservatives. 
Nevertheless, there is something to 
be said in their favour. Take for 
instance vitamines, the discovery of 
which has produced a revulsion in 
favour of ‘“‘ natural’’ foods. It seems, 
however, that vitamines can be supplied 
by cod-liver oil and electric light, which 
are certainly not part of the “‘ natural ”’ 
diet of a human being. This case 
illustrates that, in the absence of 
knowledge, unexpected harm may be 
done by a new departure from nature ; 
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but when the harm has come to be 
understood it can usually be remedied 
by some new artificiality. As regards 
our physical environment and our 
physical means of gratifying our desires, 
[I do not think the doctrine of “‘ nature ”’ 
justifies anything beyond a certain 
experimental caution in the adoption of 
new expedients. Clothes, for instance, 
are contrary to nature, and need to be 
supplemented by another unnatural 
practice, namely washing, if they are 
not to bring disease. But the two 
practices together make a man healthier 
than the savage who eschews both. 
There is much more to be said for 
“nature’’ in the realm of human 
desires. To ‘force upon man, woman, 
or child a life which thwarts their 
strongest impulses is both cruel and 
dangerous; in this sense,a life according 
to “ nature ’’ is to be commended with 
certain provisoes. Nothing could be 
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more artificial than an underground 
electric railway, but no violence is 
done to a child’s nature when it is 
taken to travel in one; on the contrary, 
almost all children find the experience 
delightful. Artificialities which gratify 
the desires of ordinary human beings 
are good, other things being equal. 
But there is nothing to be said for ways 
of life which are artificial in the sense 
of being imposed by authority or 
economic necessity. Such ways of life 
are, no doubt, to some extent necessary 
at present : ocean travel would become 
very difficult if there were no stokers on 
steamers. But necessities of this kind 
are regrettable, and we ought to look 
for ways of avoiding them. A certain 
amount of work is not a thing to 
complain of ; indeed, in nine cases out 
of ten, it makes a man happier than 
complete idleness. But the amount 
and kind of work that most people have 
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to do at present is a grave evil: 
especially bad is the life-long bondage to 
routine. Life should not be too closely 
regulated or too methodical; our 
impulses, when not positively des- 
tructive or injurious to others, ought if 
possible to have free play ; there should 
be room for adventure. Human nature 
we should respect, because our impulses 
and desires are the stuff out of which 
our happiness is to be made. It is no 
use to give men something abstractly 
considered ‘“‘ good’’; we must give 
them something desired or needed if we 
are to add to their happiness. Science 
may learn in time to mould our desires 
so that they, shall not conflict with 
those of other people to the same 
extent as they do now; then we shall 
be able to satisfy a larger proportion of 
our desires than at present. In that 
sense, but in that sense only, our desires 
will then have become “ better ’’. 
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A single desire is no better and no 
worse, considered in isolation, than any 
other ; but a group of desires is better 
than another group if all of the first 
group can be satisfied simultaneously 
while in the second group some are 
inconsistent with others. That is why 
love is better than hatred. 

To respect physical nature is foolish ; 
physical nature should be studied with 
a view to making it serve human ends 
as far as possible, but it remains 
ethically neither good nor bad. And 
where physical nature and human 
nature interact, as in the population 
question, there is no need to fold our 
hands in passive adoration and accept 
war, pestilence, and famine as the only 
possible means of dealing with excessive 
fertility. The divines say: it is 
wicked, in this matter, to apply science 
to the physical side of the problem ; 
we must (they say) apply morals to the 


[93] 


WHAT I BELIEVE 


human side, and practise abstinence. 
Apart from the fact that every one, 
including the divines, knows that their 
advice will not be taken, why should it 
be wicked to solve the population 
question by adopting physical means for 
preventing conception ? No answer is 
forthcoming except one based upon 
antiquated dogmas. And clearly the 
violence to nature advocated by the 
divines is at least as great as that 
involved in birth-control. The divines 
prefer a violence to human nature 
which, when successfully practised, 
involves unhappiness, envy, a tendency 
to persecution, often madness. I prefer 
a “‘ violence ”’ to physical nature which 
is of the same sort as that involved in 
the steam engine or even in the use of 
an umbrella. This instance shows how 
ambiguous and uncertain is the appli- 
cation of the principle that we should 
follow “ nature ”’. 
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Nature, even human nature, will 
cease more and more to be an absolute 
datum ; more and more it will become 
what scientific manipulation has made 
it. Science can, if it chooses, enable our 
grandchildren to live the good life, by 
giving them knowledge, self-control, and 
characters productive of harmonyrather 
than strife. At present it is teaching 
our children to kill each other, because 
many men of science are willing to 
sacrifice the future of mankind to their 
own momentary prosperity. But this 
phase will pass when men _ have 
acquired the same domination over 
their own passions that they already 
have over the physical forces of the 
external world. Then at last we shall 
have won our freedom. 
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country.’’—~Daily Chronicle. ‘*‘ There is some 
lively thinking about the future of war in 
Paris, just added to this set of live-wire 
pamphlets on big subjects.’’—Manchester 
Guardtan. 


Wireless Possibilities. By Professor 


A. M. Low. With 4 diagrams. 

‘“‘As might be expected from an inventor 
who is always so fresh, he has many inter- 
esting things to say.’’—Evening Standard. 
‘* The mantle of Blake has fallen upon the 
physicists. To them we look for visions, and 
we find them in this book.’’—-New Statesman. 


Perseus: of Dragons. By H. F. Scott 


STOKES. With 2 illustrations. 

‘“‘A diverting little book, chock-full of ideas 
Mr Stokes’ dragon-lore is both quaint and 
various.”—Médrning Post. ‘“‘ Very amusingly 
written, and a mine of curious knowledge for 
which the discerning reader will find many 
uses.’’-—Glasgow Herald. 


Lycurgus, or the Future of Law. By 
E.S. P. HAYNES, author of “‘ Concerning 


Solicitors,’’ etc. 

‘* An interesting and concisely written book.’’ 
—Yorkshive Post. ‘‘ He roundly declares that 
English criminal law is a blend of barbaric 
violence, medieval prejudices and modern 
fallacies... .. A humane and conscientious 
investigation.” —T7.P.’s Weekly. ‘* A thought- 
ful book—deserves cares! reading.’’—Law 
Times. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Euterpe, or the Future of Art. By 
LIONEL R. McCotvin, author of “‘ The 
Theory of Book-Selection.”’ 


** Discusses briefly, but very suggestively, 
the problem of the future of art in relation to 
the public.’”’-—Saturday Review. ‘* Another 
indictment of machinery as a soul-destroyer 
.- .. Mr Colvin has the courage to suggest 
solutions.’’—Westminster Gazette. ‘* This is 
altogether a much-needed book.’’—New 
Leader. 

Pegasus, or Problems of Transport. 
By Colonel J. F. C. FULLER, author of 
** The Reformation of War,’’ etc. With 


8 Plates. 

‘‘ The foremost military prophet of the day 
propounds a _ solution for industrial and 
unemployment problems. It is a bold essay 
. .. and calls for the attention of all con- 
cerned with imperial problems.’’—Datly 
Telegraph. ‘* Practical, timely, very inter- 
esting and very important.’—J. St Loe 
Strachey, in Spectator. 

Atlantis, or America and the Future. 


By Colonel J. F. C. FULLER. 

‘“‘ Candid and caustic.’’—Observer. ‘‘ Many 
hard things have been said about America, 
but few quite so bitter and caustic as these.”’ 
—Daily Sketch. ‘‘ He can conjure up possi- 
bilities of a new Atlantis.’’—Clarion. 

Midas, or the United States and the 
Future. By C. H. BRETHERTON, author 


of ‘‘ The Real Ireland,’ etc. 

A companion volume to Atlantis. ‘‘ Full of 
astute observations and acute reflections ... 
this wise and witty pamphlet, a provocation 
to the thought that is creative.’’—Morning 
Post. ‘‘A punch in every paragraph. One 
could hardly ask for more ‘meat.’’’—Spectator. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Nuntius, or Advertising and its Future. 
By GILBERT RUSSELL. 

‘‘ Expresses the philosophy of advertising 
concisely and well.’’—Obdserver. ‘‘ It is doubt- 
ful if a more straightforward exposition of 
the part advertising plays in our public and 
private life has been written.”—Manchester 
Guardian, 


Birth Control and the State: a Plea 
and a Forecast. By C. P. BLACKER, 
M.C., M.A., M.R.C.S., L.R.C.P. 

‘* A very careful summary.’’-— Times Literary 
Supplement. ‘‘ A temperate and scholarly 
survey of the arguments for and against the 
encouragement of the practice of birth control.” 
—Lancet. ‘‘ He writes lucidly, moderately, 
and from wide knowledge; his book un- 
doubtedly gives a better understanding of the 
subject than any other brief account we know. 
It also suggests a policy.’’—Saturday Review. 


Ouroboros, or the Mechanical Extension 
of Mankind. By GARET GARRETT. 
“‘ This brilliant and provoking little book.” 
—Observer. ‘‘ A significant and thoughtful 
essay, calculated in parts to make our flesh 
creep.”’—Spectator. ‘A brilliant writer, Mr 
Garrett is a remarkable man. He explains 
something of the enormous change the machine 
has made in life.’’—Daily Express. 


Artifex, or the Future of Craftsmanship. 
By JouN GtoaG, author of ‘* Time, 
Taste, and Furniture.”’ 

‘‘An able and interesting summary of the 
history of craftsmanship in the past, a direct 
criticism of the present, and at the end his 
hopes for the future. Mr Gloag’s real con- 
tribution to the future of craftsmanship is 
his discussion of the uses of machinery.” 
—Times Literary Supplement. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Plato’s American Republic. By J. 
DOUGLAS WooDRUFEFF. Fourth impression. 

** Uses the form of the Socratic dialogue 
with devastating success. A gently malicious 
wit sparkles in every page.’’—Sunday Times. 
‘‘ Having deliberately set himself an almost 
impossible task, has succeeded beyond belief.” 
—Saturday Review. ‘‘ Quite the liveliest 
even of this spirited series.’’—Observer. 

Orpheus, or the Music of the Future. By 
W. J. TURNER, author of ‘‘ Music and 
Life.’”’ Second impression. 

‘“‘A book on music that we can read not 
merely once, but twice or thrice. Mr Turner 
has given us some of the finest thinking upon 
Beethoven that I have ever met with.’’— 
Ernest Newman in Sunday Times. “A 
brilliant essay in contemporary philosophy.”’ 
—Outlook. ‘‘ The fruit of real knowledge and 
understanding.’’—New Statesman. 


Terpander, or Music and the Future. By 


E. J. DENT, author of ‘‘Mozart’s Operas.”’ 
““In Orpheus Mr Turner made a brilliant 
voyage in search of first principles. Mr Dent’s 
book is a skilful review of the development of 
music. It is the most succinct and stimulating 
essay on music I have found... .”—Musical 
News. ‘‘ Remarkably able and stimulating.’ 
— Times Literary Supplement. *‘ There is hardly 
another critic alive who could sum up contem- 
porary tendencies so neatly.’’—Spectaior. 
Sibylla, or the Revival of Prophecy. By 
C. A. Mace, University of St. Andrew's. 
“‘An entertaining and instructive pamphlet.” 
—-Morning Post. ‘‘ Places a nightmare before 
us very ably and_e wittily.’—Spectator. 
** Passages in it are excellent satire, but on 
the whole Mr Mace’s speculations may be 
taken as a trustworthy guide .. . to modern 
scientific thought.”——Birmingham Post. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Lucullus, or the Food of the Future. By 
OLGA HARTLEY and Mrs C. F. LEYEL, 


authors of ‘‘The Gentle Art of Cookery.’” 

“ This is a clever and witty little volume 
in an entertaining series, and it makes enchant- 
ing reading.”’——Times Literary Supplement. 
‘Opens with a brilliant picture of modern 
man, living in a vacuum-cleaned, steam- 
heated, credit-furnished suburban mansion 
“with a wolf in the basement ’—the wolf of 
hunger. This banquet of epigrams.’’— 
Spectator. 

Procrustes, or the Future of English 
Education. By M. ALDERTON PINK. 
‘“‘ Undoubtedly be makes out a very good 
case.”"—Datly Herald. ‘“‘This interesting 
addition to the series.’”’—Times Educational 
Supplement. ‘*‘ Intends to be challenging and 
succeeds in being so. All fit readers will find 
it stimulating.”—Northern Echo. 


The Future of Futurism. By JOHN 


RODKER. 

‘“*‘Mr Rodker is up-to-the-minute, and he 
has accomplished a considerable feat in writing 
on such a vague subject, 92 extremely inter- 
esting pages.”’—T. S. Eilzot, in Nation. ‘* There 
are a good many things in this book which 
are of interest.”’— Times Literary Supplement. 


Pomona, or the Future of English. By 
BASIL DE SELINCOURT, author of ‘‘ The 


English Secret ’’, etc. 

** The future of English is discussed fully 
and with fascinating interest.’’—Moyrning 
Post. ‘Full of wise thoughts and happy 
words.”’——Times Literary Supplement. ‘* His 
later pages must stir the blood of any man 
who loves his country and her poetry. J. C. 
Squire, in Observer. ‘‘ His finely-conceived 
essay.’’—-Manchestery Guardian. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Balbus, or the Future of Architecture. 
By CHRISTIAN BARMAN. 

‘‘ A really brilliant addition to this already 
distinguished series. The reading of Balbus 
will give much data for intelligent prophecy, 
and incidentally, an hour or so of excellent 


entertainment.’’—Spectator. ‘* Most readable 
and reasonable. We can recommend it 
warmly.’’—New Statesman. ‘‘ This intriguing 


little book.’’—Connoisseur. 
Apella, or the Future of the Jews. By 
A QUARTERLY REVIEWER. 

** Cogent, because of brevity and a magni- 
ficent prose style, this book wins our quiet 
praise. It is a fine pamphlet, adding to the 
value of the series, and should not be missed.’”’ 
—Spectator. ‘‘ A notable addition to this 
excellent series. His arguments are a provoca- 
tion to fruitful thinking.’’——Morning Post. 

The Dance of Civa, or Life’s Unity and 


Rhythm. By CoL_um. 

‘‘It has substance and thought in it. The 
author is very much alive and responsive to 
the movements of to-day.’”’—Speciator. ““A 
very interesting account of the work of Sir 
Jagadis Bose.’’-—Oxjord Magazine. ‘* Has 
caught the spirit of the Eastern conception of 
world movements,”’—Calcutita Statesman. 

Lars Porsena, or the Future of Swearing 
and Improper Language. By ROBERT 
GRAVES. Third impression. 

‘**Goes uncommonly well, and deserves 
to.’’—Observer. ‘‘ Not for squeamish readers.’’ 
—Spectator. ‘‘ No more amusingly unexpected 
contribution has been made to this series. 
A deliciously ironical affair.’’—Bystander. 
‘‘ His highly entertaining essay is as full as 
the current standard of printers and police 
will allow.’’—New Statesman. ‘‘ Humour and 
style are beyond criticism.’’—Irish Statesman. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Socrates, or the Emancipation of Man- 
kind. By H. F. CARti.t. 

** Devotes a specially lively section to the 
herd instinct.’”’—Times. ‘‘ Clearly, and with 
a balance that is almost Aristotelian, he 
reveals what modern psychology is going to 
accomplish.’’—New Statesman. ‘‘ One of the 
most brilliant and important of a remarkable 
series.’’—Wesitminster Gazette. 

Delphos, or the Future of International 
Language. By E. SYLVIA PANKHURST. 

‘* Equal to anything yet produced in this 
brilliant series. Miss Pankhurst states very 
clearly what all thinking people must soon 
come to believe, that an international language 
would be one of the greatest assets of civiliza- 
tion.’’-—Speciator. ‘‘ A most readable book, 
full of enthusiasm, an important contribution 
to this subject.”—ZIJunternational Language. 
Gallio, or the Tyranny of Science. By 
J. W. N. SULLIVAN, author of “A 


History of Mathematics.” 

‘* So packed with ideas that it is not possible 
to give any adequate résumé of its contents.”’ 
—Times Literary Supplement. ‘' His remark- 
able monograph, his devastating summary of 
materialism, this pocket Novum Organum.”’— 
Spectator. ‘‘ Possesses a real distinction of 
thought and manner. It must be read.’’—~ 
New Siatesman. 

Apollonius, or the Future of Psychical 
Research. By E. N. BENNETT, author 


of “‘ Problems of Village Life,’’ etc. 

‘‘ A sane, temperate and suggestive survey 
of a field of inquiry which is slowly but surely 
pushing to the front.’’— Times Literary Supple- 
ment. “ His exposition of the case for psychic 
research is lucid and interesting.’’—Scotsman. 
ne abe gp te the right temper, admirably con- 
ceived, skilfully executed.’’—Liverpool Post. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Aeolus, or the Future of the Flying 
Machine. By OLIVER STEWART. 

‘* Both his wit and his expertness save him 
from the nonsensical-fantastic. There is 
nothing vague or sloppy in these imaginative 
forecasts.’’—Daitly News. ‘* He is to be con- 
gratulated. His book is small, but it is so 
delightfully funny that it is well worth the 

rice, and there really are sensible ideas 
hind the jesting.’’—Aeropilane. 


Stentor, or the Press of To-Day and 
To-Morrow. By DAvID OCKHAMs 


‘‘ A valuable and exceedingly interesting com- 
mentary on a vital phase of modern develop- 


ment.’’—Datly Herald. ‘‘ Vigorous and well- 
written, eminently readable.’’ — Yorkshire 
Post. ‘‘He has said what one expects any 


sensible person to say about the ‘ trustifica- 
tion’ of the Press.’’—Spectator. 


Rusticus, or the Future of the Country- 
side. By MARTIN S. BRIGGS, F.R.1.B.A. 
‘““Few of the 50 volumes, provocative and 
brilliant as most of them have been, capture 
our imagination as does this one.’’—Daily 
Telegraph, ‘‘ The historical part is as brilliant 
a piece of packed writing as couid be desired.’”’ 
— Daily Herald. ‘‘ Servesanationalend. The 
book is in essence a pamphlet, though it has 
the form and charm of a book.’’—Sectator. 


Janus, or the Conquest of War. By 
WILLIAM MCDOUGALL, M.B., F.R.S. 


** Among all the booklets of this brilliant series, 
none, I think is so weighty and impressive as 
this. It contains thrice as much matter as 
the other volumes and is profoundly serious.’’ 
—Dean Inge, in Evening Standard. “A 
deeply interesting and fair-minded study of 
the causes of war and the possibilities of their 
prevention. Every word is sound.’’—Spectator. 


[x5] 


TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Vulcan, or the Future of Labour. By 
CECIL CHISHOLM. 


‘** Of absorbing interest.’”’— Daily Heraid. ‘‘ No 
one, perhaps, has ever condensed so many hard 
facts into the appearance of agreeable fiction, 
nor held the balance so nicely between techni- 
calities and flights of fancy, as the author of 
this excellent book in a brilliant series. Vulcan 
is a little book, but between its covers know- 
ledge and vision are pressed down and 
brimming over.’’—Spectator. 


Hymen, or the Future of Marriage. By 
NORMAN HAIRE. 


This candid and unprejudiced survey inquires 
why the majority of marriages to-day seem to 
be so unsatisfactory, and finds the answer in 
the sexual] ethic of our civilization which is ill 
adapted to our social and economic needs. The 
problems of sex-morality, sex-education, pros- 
titution, in-breeding, birth-control, _ trial- 
marriage,and polygamy are all touched upon. 


The Next Chapter: the War against 
the Moon. By ANDRE MAUROIS, author 
of ‘ Ariel’, etc. 


This imaginary chapter of world-history 
(1951-64) from the pen of one of the most 
brilliant living French authors mixes satire 
and fancy in just proportions. It tells how 
the press of the world is controlled by five 
men, how world interest is focussed on an 
attack on the moon, how thusitthe threat of 
world-war is averted. But when the moon 
retaliates ... 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Galatea, or the Future of Darwinism. 


By W. RUSSELL BRAIN. 

This non-technical but closely-reasoned book 
is a challenge to the orthodox teaching on 
evolution known as Neo-Darwinism. The 
author claims that, although Neo-Darwinian 
theories can possibly account for the evolution 
of forms, they are quite inadequate to explain 
the evolution of functions. 


Scheherazade, or the Future of the 


English Novel. By JOHN CARRUTHERS. 
A survey of contemporary fiction in England 
and America lends to the conclusion that the 
literary and scientific influences of the last 
fifty years have combined to make the novel 
of to-day predominantly analytic. It has 
thus gained in psychological subtlety, but lost 
its form. How this may be regained is put 
forward in the conclusion, 


Caledonia, or the Future of the Scots. 


By G. M. THomson. 

Exit the Scot! Under this heading the 
Scottish people are revealed as a leaderless 
mob in whom national pride has’ been 
strangled. They regard, unmoved, the specta- 
cle of their montrous slum-evil, the decay of 
their industries, the devastation of their 
countryside. This is the most compact 
and mordant indictment of Scottish policy 
that has yet been written. 


Albyn, or Scotland and the Future. By 
C. M. GRIEVE, author of ‘ Contemporary 
Scottish Studies ’, etc. 


A vigorous answer, explicit and implicit, to 
Caledonia, tracing the movements of a real 
Scottish revival, in music, art, literature, and 
politics, and coming to the conclusion that 
there is a chance even now for the regeneration 
of the Scottish people. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Lares et Penates, or the Future of the 
Home. By H. J. BIRNSTINGL. 
All the many forces at work to-day are 
influencing the planning, appearance, and 
equipment of the home. This is the main 
thesis of this stimulating volume, which con- 
siders also the labour-saving movement, the 
‘ideal’ house, the influence of women, the 
servant problem, and the relegation of aes- 
thetic considerations to the background. 
Disconcerting prognostications follow. 


NEARLY READY 


Archon, or the Future of Government. 

By HAMILTON FYFE. 
A survey of the methods of government in the 
past leads the author to a consideration of 
conditions in the world of to-day. He then 
indicates the lines along which progress may 
develop. 

Hermes, or the Future of Chemistry. 
By T. W. Jones, B.Sc., F.C.S. 
Chemistry as the means of human emancipa- 
tion is the subject of this book. To-day 
chemistry is one of the master factors of our 
existence ; to-morrow it will dominate every 
phase of life, winning for man the goal of all 
his endeavour, economic freedom. It may 
also effect a startling change in man himself. 


The Future of Physics. By L. L. WuyTeE. 
The last few years have been a critical period 
in the development of physics. We stand on 
the eve of anewepoch. Physics, biology, and 
psychology are converging towards a scientific 
synthesis of unprecedented importance whose 
influence on thought and social custom will be 
so profound as to mark a stage in human 
evolution. This book interprets these events 
and should be read in connexion with Galiio, 
by J. W. N. Sullivan, in this series. 
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TO-DAY AND TO-MORROW 


Ikonoclastes, or the Future of Shake- 
speare. By HUBERT GRIFFITHS 
Taking as text the recent productions of 
classical plays in modern dress, the author, a 
distinguished dramatic critic, suggests that 
this is the proper way of reviving Shakespeare 
and other great dramatists of the past, and 
that their successful revival in modern dress 


may perhaps be taken as an indication of their 
value. 


IN PREPARATION 
Bacchus, or the Future of Wine. By 
P. MORTON SHAND. 


Mercurius, or the World on Wings. 
By C. THOMPSON WALKER. 


The Future of Sport. By G. S. 
SANDILANDS. 


The Future of India. By T. EARLE 
WELBY. 


The Future of Films. By ERNEST 
BETTS. 
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